From: Bob Sussman

To: Jeanne Briskin

Cc: Ramona Trovato

Subject: Re: Fw: Horizontal Wells

Date: 04/20/2012 10:27 AM
Attachments: CHK Letter - Horizontal Wells.pdf

CHK Review - Tech Memo.pdf

Thanks Jeanne . [, ¢ there
are any problems, let me know and I'll step in with Paul.

Robert M. Sussman

Senior Policy Counsel to the Administrator
Office of the Administrator

US Environmental Protection Agency

Jeanne Briskin---04/19/2012 07:24:49 PM--F_

From: Jeanne Briskin/DC/USEPA/US

To: Bob Sussman/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Ramona Trovato/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 04/19/2012 07:24 PM

Subject:  Re: Fw: Horizontal Wells

The details are:

Mike Overbay and Doug Beak (the principal investigators ) had a call with Chris Hill
and Bert Smith of Chesapeake yesterday afternoon. They went over the letter from
Stephanie and were all in agreement on the main issues, which are:

1. We both agree that if the ground water velocity allows for
using off-pad wells, we will do so.

2. We will install the under-pad wells, if necessary, after the gas
well is drilled, and before the fracking.

3. They insist EPA be financially liable for any damages caused
by our drilling activities. We agreed that our attorneys will
provide information on EPA being self insured, and the
requirements for our contractors for liability insurance.

4. The big point they were concerned about was their statement
we agree to an anti-collision policy and stay 30 feet from the
well-bore (we had requested 15 feet). We indicated 30 feet
was an acceptable restriction distance to Doug and I, and
that we would recommend approval of that, but did not
understand what their "anti-collision policy” was, but Chris felt
the 30 foot distance was the important part, so it appears that
iS not an issue.
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Chesapeake esulatony Deparmens

ENERGY
April 11, 2012

VIA: email trovato.ramona@epa.gov

Ms. Ramona Trovato

Office of Research and Development
USEPA Headquarters

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Mail Code: 8101R

Washington, DC 20460

Re: Horizontal Drilling
Dear Ms. Trovato:

Pursuant to our discussions about the potential need to install horizontal monitoring
wells at the proposed prospective study site, attached is a technical memorandum that
outlines several issues that should be addressed before Chesapeake could agree to the
installation. Four of the critical issues are detailed below:

First and foremost we want to re-emphasize that site characterization may reveal that
installation of these non-standard wells is unnecessary.

Second, we have conditionally determined that the best possibility for installing the
horizontal monitoring wells, if needed, would be after our Mississippi Limestone well is
drilled but prior to hydraulic fracturing. As we have discussed, EPA will be required to
accept all liability related to potential damage to the Chesapeake well and the
environment related to the installation and use of these wells. This will be an extremely
important issue that should be resolved quickly given the multi-million dollar investment
Chesapeake has made, and will continue to make, at the location.

The third issue is the ability for EPA’s contractor to very accurately steer and map the
location of the horizontal monitoring wells and formally agreeing to an anti-collision
policy which includes a requirement that the horizontal monitoring wells will not be
drilled within a 30 foot radius of Chesapeake's well, regardless of groundwater velocity.

The fourth issue to resolve, as mentioned by the Oklahoma Water Resources Board
and the contract water well driller during our March meeting, is a detailed procedure for
plugging and abandonment.

Chesapeake Energy Corporation
P.O. Box 18496 © Oklahoma City, OK 73154-0496 ¢ 6100 N. Western Avenue ¢ Oklahoma City, OK 73118
405-848-8000





April 12, 2012
Ms. Ramona Trovato
Page 2

Finally, we would request that your agency allow that, should horizontal monitoring wells
be required, Chesapeake's comments about the non-standard nature of the wells as
well as our attached technical memorandum be included in the final study report.

Thank you for continuing to dedicate resources to this project. Chesapeake remains
committed to a study based on sound science and recognized and accepted protocols.
Given the importance of domestic oil and natural gas as an energy source for our
country’s quality of life, independence, and environment, we feel there is no more
important task at hand than to continue to bolster the public’s confidence that we can,
and do, explore and produce this important source of energy safely.

Best regards,

Chesapeake Energy Corporation
/_____\. J o = i

e £ o
Stephanie R. Timmermeyer ,\
Director — Federal Regulatory Affairs
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CHK Technical Review
E & E Technical Memorandum — Installation of groundwater monitoring wells in support
of EPA’s hydraulic fracturing study.

Executive Summary:

Chesapeake Energy (CHK) has prepared these comments in response to E&E’s two
technical memorandums prepared for the EPA and transmitted to CHK on March 1,
2012 and March 27, 2011 via email. CHK’s detailed response is formatted to follow the
technical memorandums; the first bullet paraphrases language from the memorandum
and sub-bullets represent CHK comments. General comments are highlighted below:

e Chesapeake Energy understands that the Option #1 (vertical well with off pad
access) proposed in the original technical memorandum has been removed as a
viable alternative.

e The installation of horizontal monitoring wells after the production well has been
installed significantly mitigates the potential risk to the monitoring wells’ integrity,
and, therefore, the study.

e The limitations of the horizontal monitoring wells require additional consideration
to ensure the study’s data quality objectives will be met. For example, the
fluctuation in groundwater levels and end data use (i.e., modeling) should have
specific considerations identified.

e CHK recommends EPA identify the process it will use to differentiate between
potential causes (including naturally occurring) should sampling results indicate a
significant change in water quality that is otherwise unexplainable.

e CHK does not believe the site characterization activity identified by the EPA will
provide the information necessary to determine the groundwater velocity in the
deeper bedrock formation.

e Appropriate monitoring well abandonment procedures for non-standard well
should be developed.

CHK understands EPA’s rationale for using non-standard wells on this highly influential
scientific assessment stems from an EPA schedule issue related its 2014 report. CHK
has worked with the EPA to identify a second site with what we believe to have
favorable groundwater velocity. Based on characterization of the aquifers, the use of
horizontal monitoring wells may not be necessary to achieve EPA’s study goals.
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Detailed comments:

Re: Technical Memorandum — Installation of groundwater monitoring wells in support
of EPA’s hydraulic fracturing study. (February 24, 2012).

Introduction:

e E&E limited the scope of the study to underground sources of drinking water
(USDW), which has a specific definition under the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA) (i.e., 10,000 mg/L TDS). The State of OK has defined the base of
treatable water (i.e. TDS of 10,000 mg/L) in this area at occurring between
approximately 100 to 150 ft below ground level (bgl)., however, the E&E/EPA
have proposed monitoring wells at depths up to 300 ft. The Final Study Plan
does not limit the boundaries of the study to USDW.

o EPA should develop clear boundaries for the study. It is recommended
EPA use and clearly state that USDW are the boundaries of the study,
and not install monitoring wells into zones that have naturally occurring
brine or salt water present (TDS >10,000 mg/L)..

o During the March 23, 2012 meeting, EPA stated it used 300 ft. because
CHK previously stated this value as the depth of groundwater in this area.
CHK believes it is important that EPA independently validate information
(or secondary data) provided by CHK or others in accordance with EPA
project specific data quality objectives, QMP, and QAPPs. The 300 ft.
value was stated early in the site selection process as an approximation
for the depth of USDW in the Mississippi Lime Play, but the Oklahoma
Corporation has developed accurate depth to treatable water maps for this
specific site, and those maps should be evaluated and used appropriately

e E&E acknowledges that the proposed alternatives are non-standard groundwater
monitoring wells.
o CHK recommends the use of standard vertical groundwater monitoring
wells on this study in order to reduce the risk to the study associated with
the application of non-standard monitoring wells.

e E&E states that this is a natural gas well pad. This statement is made throughout
the memo.
o This well is not considered a natural gas well. The Mississippi Lime is an
oil play.

Background:
e E&E has assumed a 400 ft. by 400 ft. pad, and the ability to install the well
approximately 75 ft. from the production well.
o More accurate well pad dimensions will be provided to the EPA at a later
date. There are a number of variables that dictate the size of the pad (i.e.,
drill rig, number of wells, etc.). Conservative dimensions for the pad are
350 ft. by 400 ft.
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o Note that orientation of the pad will not be necessary if EPA plans to use
horizontal monitoring wells. The adjustment will impact CHK’s operations,
and was offered to facilitate the installation of conventional monitoring
wells off the pad location.

o E&E states that piezometers will be used to determine actual subsurface
conditions, including groundwater flow direction, depth to water and depth to
bedrock.

o The limitations of the geo-probe scope of work should be disclosed in
terms of the information that will be able to be collected. For example, the
piezometer will not be able to determine conditions (i.e., groundwater
velocity) for the proposed deep monitoring well in the bedrock formation. It
has now been agreed that conventionally drilled monitoring wells will be
used in lieu of geo-probe installed wells.

e E&E referenced a 300 ft. exploratory boring (off-pad) to determine the presence
or absence of water bearing zones in bedrock.
o “Water bearing zones” need to be clearly defined (e.g., USDW). The
guality and quantity of water is of interest.
o EPA should set limits, in terms of monitoring drilling capabilities (i.e.,
accuracy of location), for target water bearing zones.

e The depths of proposed down gradient monitoring wells are stated as 20 ft. (top
of the water table), 50 ft. (base of the unconsolidated aquifer), and 300 ft. (within
the underlying shale formation).

o Itis understood that E&E made assumptions based on previous
conversations, however, CHK would like the methods for determining the
depths of the monitoring wells to be clearly stated and the use of best
available information to be assured. For example, the top of the water
table changes based on seasonal variations and water use, and the
underlying bedrock formation varies greatly with depth, and the water
quality varies with depth, typically becoming poorer with depth.

Monitoring Well Installation:
e E&E has stated an approximate sample point, for each of the down gradient
wells, 15 ft. horizontally from the production wellbore.

o There are numerous potential sources of contamination, both associated
with and not associated with oil development operations. CHK does not
believe EPA has incorporated systematic planning into the study design to
ensure the study objective can be met and the appropriate data will be
collected. For example, it is not clearly identified how EPA would
differentiate the potential sources of contamination.

o Data quality objectives for modeling and use of data need to be identified.

o Certainty of monitoring well locations will effect modeling and data use.

o Certainty of production well location will effect modeling and data use.
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o There would be a likely physical impact to monitoring wells due to
proximity to production wellbore during well construction, which would
compromise the study.

Option 1: Vertical Wells with Off-Pad Access
o CHK understands this option is no longer being considered.

Option 2: Horizontal Direction Drilled (HDD) Monitoring Wells and Angle Drilled
Wells
e Active wireline guidance will be used to monitor the bit locations.
o EPA should state the tolerances and accuracies of bore path required to

meet its data quality objectives and intended use of data (i.e., modeling).
Robert Keyes stated that the technology could be navigated within a +/- 3
ft. horizontal and vertical tolerance. However, the tolerances associated
with the monitoring well drilling technology are not inclusive of all variables
that could affect the total spatial accuracy.

e Minimal starting distances of 100 ft. for the 20 ft. well and 250 ft. for the 50 ft.
well.
o The minimal starting distances will complicate the land owner access
agreements and assessments.

e The goal of the 20 ft. well is to intersect the top of the water table.

o The use of horizontal wells only allows for the sampling of a small vertical
interval. There is a very likely risk that the water level will change causing
the water table to drop below the shallow well. A vertical well is more
appropriate well type for monitoring the top of the water. In this geological
setting it is not uncommon to see yearly water level fluctuations on the
order of 5 to 10 feet occur.

e Development of the wells:
o Details regarding the development of the well should be provided,
included parameter stabilization requirements.

e The wells are stated to be abandoned after study/sampling activities are
completed in accordance with state regulations.

o It should be stated exactly how the wells will be abandoned. EPA should
work with the state to understand its expectations. Without a clear
understanding of what is required for proper abandonment, there is no
assurance these requirement would not impede CHK operations at a
future date.
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Groundwater monitoring, purging and sampling procedures
e E&E states development of wells at least 48 hours before sampling.
o CHK requests that the time between development of well and sampling be
no less than 5 days.

e The use of pressure transducers.

o The EPA will need to specify calibration requirements.

o The pressure transducers in option one will not be accessible. How will the
risk of equipment failure be mitigated. In addition, the use of offset
monitoring wells to monitor water levels would not allow the use of the
provided low-flow sampling procedure.

Pervious use of HDD Techniques for Groundwater Monitoring
e E & E has listed previous use of HDD monitoring wells.

o CHK acknowledges HDD monitoring wells have been used on previous
projects as a last alternative to monitoring groundwater quality. Note one
of the examples provided choose to use HDD if the application of standard
wells was possible.

o Limited detail information could be found publically available for the
examples provided, however, the information found stressed the limitation
of HDD technology and completely understanding the application of HDD
technology prior to use.
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Re: Technical Memorandum — Revised groundwater monitoring wells in support of

EPA’s hydraulic fracturing study. (March 26, 2012)

Introduction

E & E based the depth of the USDW on statements made by CHK in the
meeting.

o CHK recommends EPA and its contractors independently verify
information CHK provides when possible. This recommendation is related
to the public perception issues associated with the study. In addition, CHK
believes it is important that both EPA and its contractors are familiar with
the wealth of information the state provides to the public.

E & E has stated, for the purposes of discussion, assumed groundwater screen
intervals.

o CHK would prefer that the logic used to determine the groundwater screen
intervals are described, as well as, how this information will be collected
and the quality of this information will be assured. This preference is
aligned with EPA’s Quality policies, procedures, and guidelines.

E & E states that three permanent monitoring wells will be installed to
characterize the site.

o The monitoring wells may be temporary, and additional monitoring wells
would be installed to increase the accuracy of the site characterization.

E & E stated that CHK will drill, log and complete a deep monitoring well.
o The parties have not determined that CHK will drill the well.

E & E has stated that the need for the installation of horizontal monitoring wells
will be made based on the results from groundwater monitoring.
o CHK believes that the appropriate information will be collected to ascertain
the groundwater velocity in the alluvial aquifer.

E & E states that the application of horizontal wells will be based on the need and
subject to CHK approval.
o CHK confirms that the application of horizontal wells is subject to our
approval.

E & E states that the distance from the production well to the horizontal wells will
be based on groundwater flow data during the initial monitoring period.
o There are other variables to be considered besides groundwater velocity.
In addition, determining the groundwater flow in the bedrock formation
may be problematic.
o The distance a potential contaminant from the wellbore is not limited solely
by groundwater velocity. “The accelerated arrival of contaminants at a
discharge point can be a characteristic feature of dispersion that is due to
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the fact that some parts of the contaminant plume move faster than the
average groundwater velocity” according the a report found on the
National Academies Press website
(http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record id=1770&page=37).

e The following comments and concerns from the original February 24, 2012
Technical Memorandum remain outstanding:

o

O

There is not the necessity for CHK to orientate the pad to accommodate a
minimum distance of 75 ft., if EPA plans to use one of the alternative well
designs. The adjustment will impact CHK'’s operations, and was offered to
facilitate the installation of conventional monitoring wells off the pad
location.

The limitations of the site characterization scope of work should be
disclosed in terms of the information that will be able to be collected. For
example, the piezometer well will not be able to determine conditions (i.e.,
groundwater velocity) for the proposed deep monitoring well in the
bedrock formation.

“‘Water bearing zones” need to be clearly defined (e.g., USDW). The
guality and quantity of water is of interest.

EPA should set limits, in terms of monitoring drilling capabilities (i.e.,
accuracy of location), for target water bearing zones.

We recommend EPA identify the process it will use to differentiate
between potential causes (including naturally occurring) should sampling
results indicate a significant change in water quality that is otherwise
unexplainable.

We recommend data quality objectives for modeling and use of data be
identified.

Certainty of monitoring well location will effect modeling and data use.
Certainty of production well location will effect modeling and data use.

We recommend EPA state the tolerances and accuracies of bore path
required to meet its data quality objectives and intended use of data (i.e.,
modeling). Robert Keyes stated that the technology could be navigated
within a +/- 3 ft. horizontal and vertical tolerance. However, the tolerances
associated with the monitoring well drilling technology are not inclusive of
all variables that could affect the total spatial accuracy.

The minimal starting distances will complicate the land owner access
agreements and assessments.

The use of horizontal wells only allows for the sampling of a small vertical
interval. There is a very likely risk that the water level will change causing
the water table to drop below the shallow well. A vertical well, screened at
intervals is more appropriate well type for monitoring the top of the water.
Details regarding the development of the well should be provided,
included parameter stabilization requirements.

It should be stated exactly how the wells are to be abandoned. EPA
should work with the state to understand its expectations. Without a clear
understanding of what is required for proper abandonment, there is no
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assurance these requirement would not impede CHK operations at a
future date. Kent Wilkin and Robert Keyes had similar concerns with the
lack of clarity regarding abandoning procedures.

o CHK requests that the time between development of well and sampling be
no less than 5 days.

o The EPA will need to specify calibration requirements for transducers.
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5. The requested a plugging and abandonment plan consistent
with Oklahoma Water Resources Board requirements, which
we agreed to provide, subject to caveats we will include about
possible future revisions.

6. If we do use horizontal wells, they want us to include their
concerns in the report. Doug and | said we could recommend
that a summary of their concerns be included, but since the
report won't be done for several years, we can't commit to
including anything specific at this time.

We did not talk about the tech memo they provided due to time
constraints.

We asked about their progress on an access agreement, which they
indicated they have not completed.

We asked about the status of their proposal to collect the site
hydrogeologic data on ground water flow themselves. They have not
moved forward with contracting that, but have put together a proposed
scope that is more elaborate than we discussed in OK City. They
estimate the cost at up to $150K, including the drilling of a deep well
and logging it. They will not use the USGS because of high costs, but
will use a commercial logging contractor.

Chris indicated they had not moved forward in seeking funding from
upper management for this task because they were waiting to resolve
the issues in the letter with us. Chris indicated the single biggest
concern was the 30 foot restricted zone, and that since we were
agreeable to that, they could probably move forward, but it would still
need more details on the scope of work to be worked out with us
before it could be contracted.

At this point, Doug and Mike need to provide the availability for our
field staff, and information about what we want to do as far as
oversight and our own sampling. Chris is supposed to provide us the
list of activities in the current proposal for field work they have put
together.

Jeanne Briskin

Office of Science Policy

Office of Research and Development

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. (8104R)
Washington, D.C. 20460

(202) 564-4583 - office

(202) 565-2911 - fax
briskin.jeanne@epa.gov

Address for Deliveries:



US EPA
Ronald Reagan Building --Room 51144
Washington DC 20004

Bob Sussman---04/16/2012 06:26:55 PM-—_

I Robert M. Sussman Senior Policy Counsel to the Administr

From: Bob Sussman/DC/USEPA/US

To: Jeanne Briskin/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Ramona Trovato/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 04/16/2012 06:26 PM

Subject:  Re: Fw: Horizontal Wells

Robert M. Sussman

Senior Policy Counsel to the Administrator
Office of the Administrator
(202-564-7397)

US Environmental Protection Agency

Jeanne Briskin---04/16/2012 03:58:52 PM---here is what Chesapeake sent us.
We'll follow up with Stephanie. Jeanne Briskin Office of Science

From: Jeanne Briskin/DC/USEPA/US

To: Bob Sussman/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc:  Ramona Trovato/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 04/16/2012 03:58 PM

Subject:  Fw: Horizontal Wells

here is what Chesapeake sent us. We'll follow up with Stephanie.

Jeanne Briskin

Office of Science Policy

Office of Research and Development

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. (8104R)
Washington, D.C. 20460

(202) 564-4583 - office

(202) 565-2911 - fax
briskin.jeanne@epa.gov

Address for Deliveries:
US EPA
Ronald Reagan Building --Room 51144

Washington DC 20004
----- Forwarded by Jeanne Briskin/DC/USEPA/US on 04/16/2012 03:57 PM -----

From: Ramona Trovato/DC/USEPA/US



To: Jeanne Briskin/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc:  Fred Hauchman/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 04/13/2012 10:35 AM

Subject:  Fw: Horizontal Wells

Sent by:  Dorothy Miller

Hi Jeanne,

I want to make sure that you have a copy of these letters from Chesapeake.
Cheers

Dotti

From: Stephanie Timmermeyer <stephanie.timmermeyer@chk.com>
To: Ramona Trovato/DC/USEPA/US@EPA

Cc: John Satterfield <john.satterfield@chk.com>

Date:  04/12/2012 04:09 PM

Subject:  Horizontal Wells

Ramona:

Please accept my apologies for the delay in this information and share that
sentiment with your team. Regardless, we have been working diligently and moving
full speed ahead otherwise with landowner access issues and further site
characterization. Please call me at any time to discuss — Steph

Also — | left a vm on your office phone.

Thank you,

Stephanie R. Timmermeyer
Director - Federal Regulatory Affairs
Chesapeake Energy Corporation

Mobile: (304) 941-9879

E-mail: Stephanie.Timmermeyer@chk.com

This email (and attachments if any) is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure
under applicable law. If the reader of this email is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent
responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received
this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by return email and destroy all copies
of the email (and attachments if any).
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This Email message contained an attachment named
imageO001. jpg

which may be a computer program. This attached

computer program could

contain a computer virus which could cause harm to

EPA"s computers,

network, and data. The attachment has been deleted.

This was done to limit the distribution of computer
viruses introduced

into the EPA network. EPA 1s deleting all computer
program attachments

sent from the Internet into the agency via Email.

IT the message sender is known and the attachment
was legitimate, you

should contact the sender and request that they
rename the file name

extension and resend the Email with the renamed
attachment. After

receiving the revised Email, containing the renamed
attachment, you can

rename the file extension to Its correct name.

For further information, please contact the EPA Call
Center at

(866) 411-4EPA (4372). The TDD number is (866) 489-
4900.
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This Email message contained an attachment named

image001. jpg
Whi?g may be a computer program. This attached computer program
cou
contain a computer virus which could cause harm to EPA"s
computers,
network, and data. The attachment has been deleted.

This was done to limit the distribution of computer viruses
introduced

into the EPA network. EPA is deleting all computer program
attachments

sent from the Internet into the agency via Email.

IT the message sender is known and the attachment was
legitimate, you )
should contact the sender and request that they rename the file
name

eétension and resend the Email with the renamed attachment.
After

receiving the revised Email, containing the renamed attachment,
you can i ) )

rename the file extension to its correct name.

For further information, please contact the EPA Call Center at
(866) 411-4EPA (4372). The TDD number is (866) 489-4900.
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